DOCUMENT RESUME 



ED 416 767 



HE 031 013 



TITLE 



INSTITUTION 
SPONS AGENCY 

PUB DATE 
NOTE 

CONTRACT 
PUB TYPE 
EDRS PRICE 
DESCRIPTORS 



IDENTIFIERS 



Direct Loan Evaluation. Survey of Institutions Participating 
in the Federal Direct Loan and Federal Family Education Loan 
Programs: Academic Year 1996-97. Volume One- -Summary Report 
[and] Volume Two- -Technical Appendices. 

Macro International, Inc., Calverton, MD. 

Department of Education, Washington, DC. Planning and 
Evaluation Service. 

1998-00-00 

2 Olp . ; For related documents, see HE 031 010-015. 

EA93085001 

Reports - Evaluative (142) 

MF01/PC09 Plus Postage. 

♦Federal Programs; Government School Relationship; Higher 
Education; National Surveys; *Participant Satisfaction; 
Program Administration; Program Evaluation; Student 
Financial Aid; *Student Loan Programs; Trend Analysis 
♦Family Education Loan Program; *Federal Direct Student Loan 
Program 



ABSTRACT 



This study examined satisfaction of approximately 2,200 
institutions of higher education that participated in the Federal Direct Loan 
and Federal Family Education Loan (FFEL) programs during the 1996-97 academic 
year. Among major findings were: (1) both Direct Loan and FFEL institutions 

were satisfied with their loan programs, although FFEL institutions indicated 
a significantly higher level of overall satisfaction; (2) between 1996 and 
1997 the proportion of satisfied Direct Loan schools declined by 19 percent; 
(3) satisfaction among Direct Loan schools fell from 89 percent in 1994-95 to 
64 percent in 1996-97 and satisfaction among FFEL schools rose from 68 
percent to 89 percent; (4) schools participating fully in Direct Loan 
programs were more satisfied than schools phasing in the program, and schools 
participating fully in the FFEL program were more satisfied than were schools 
that participated in both programs; (5) there were no differences between 
programs in ease of program administration for 1996-97; and (6) both Direct 
Loan and FFEL institutions reported less satisfaction than in the previous 
year with timeliness and usefulness of Department of Education information 
and support. Technical appendices include detailed tables, data on 
distribution of responses and response rates, item response frequencies, 
specifics of the survey methodology, and the two surveys. (DB) 
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